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are separated from their family members and
have had a difficult time adjusting to many as-
pects of life and culture in the U.S., including
passing aspects of the required citizenship
test. Learning to read in English has been the
greatest obstacle for the Lao-Hmong because
written characters in the Hmong language
have only been introduced in recent years. In
addition, their long participation and service to
U.S. forces in the Southeast Asian military
conflict significantly disrupted any chance Lao-
Hmong patriots may have had to learn a writ-
ten language.

The Hmong Veterans Naturalization Act
would help the process of family reunification
and finally ease the adjustment of the Lao-
Hmong into our U.S. society. Specifically H.R.
371 would waive the English language re-
quirement for Lao-Hmong who served in spe-
cial Guerrilla Units in Laos during the Vietnam
War. This legislation would effect individuals
who today reside legally in the United States.
It would not open new immigration channels
nor would the bill give the Lao-Hmong vet-
eran’s status to make them eligible for veteran
benefits. Moreover, the bill establishes strict
criteria for approval and sets a cap of 45,000
to who may benefit from this legislation.

This is an historic opportunity to recognize
and in some small way honor the loyalty and
address a key problem of the older Lao-
Hmong family members who are continuing to
have a difficult time adjusting to life here in the
USA. Fortunately, there is something positive
we can do to help the process of family reuni-
fication and finally ease the adjustment of
Hmong into U.S. society. It is time to move
forward with action and grant citizenship to the
Lao-Hmong patriots—who have after all
passed a more important test than a language
test. They risked their lives for American val-
ues and to save U.S. service personnel.

The Lao-Hmong people stood honorably by
the United States at a critical time in our Na-
tion’s history. Today, we should stand with the
Lao-Hmong in their struggle to become U.S.
citizens and to live a good life in the United
States. The Lao-Hmong already passed the
hardest test of their lives in service to the
United States. Now, their dedication and serv-
ice deserves proper recognition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 371.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

PRIVATE MORTGAGE INSURANCE
TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND
CLARIFICATION ACT
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I move

to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3637) to amend the Homeowners
Protection Act of 1998 to make certain
technical corrections.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3637

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Private
Mortgage Insurance Technical Corrections
and Clarification Act’’.
SEC. 2. CHANGES IN AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE.

(a) TREATMENT OF ADJUSTABLE RATE MORT-
GAGES.—The Homeowners Protection Act of
1998 (12 U.S.C. 4901 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 2—
(A) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘am-

ortization schedules’’ and inserting ‘‘the am-
ortization schedule then in effect’’;

(B) in paragraph (16)(B), by striking ‘‘am-
ortization schedules’’ and inserting ‘‘the am-
ortization schedule then in effect’’;

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (6)
through (16) (as amended by the preceding
provisions of this paragraph) as paragraphs
(8) through (18), respectively; and

(D) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(6) AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE THEN IN EF-
FECT.—The term ‘amortization schedule then
in effect’ means, with respect to an adjust-
able rate mortgage, a schedule established at
the time at which the residential mortgage
transaction is consummated or, if such
schedule has been changed or recalculated, is
the most recent schedule under the terms of
the note or mortgage, which shows—

‘‘(A) the amount of principal and interest
that is due at regular intervals to retire the
principal balance and accrued interest over
the remaining amortization period of the
loan; and

‘‘(B) the unpaid balance of the loan after
each such scheduled payment is made.’’; and

(2) in section 3(f)(1)(B)(ii), by striking ‘‘am-
ortization schedules’’ and inserting ‘‘the am-
ortization schedule then in effect’’.

(b) TREATMENT OF BALLOON MORTGAGES.—
Paragraph (1) of section 2 of the Homeowners
Protection Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C. 4901(1)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new sentence: ‘‘A residential mortgage that
(A) does not fully amortize over the term of
the obligation, and (B) contains a condi-
tional right to refinance or modify the
unamortized principal at the maturity date
of the term, shall be considered to be an ad-
justable rate mortgage for purposes of this
Act.’’.

(c) TREATMENT OF LOAN MODIFICATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the Home-

owners Protection Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C. 4902)
is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsections (d)
through (f) as subsections (e) through (g), re-
spectively; and

(B) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(d) TREATMENT OF LOAN MODIFICATIONS.—
If a mortgagor and mortgagee (or holder of
the mortgage) agree to a modification of the
terms or conditions of a loan pursuant to a
residential mortgage transaction, the can-
cellation date, termination date, or final ter-
mination shall be recalculated to reflect the
modified terms and conditions of such
loan.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 4(a)
of the Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (12
U.S.C. 4903(a)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A), by striking ‘‘section 3(f)(1)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 3(g)(1)’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (A)(ii)(IV), by striking
‘‘section 3(f)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 3(g)’’;
and

(iii) in subparagraph (B)(iii), by striking
‘‘section 3(f)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 3(g)’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘section
3(f)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 3(g)(1)’’.
SEC. 3. DELETION OF AMBIGUOUS REFERENCES

TO RESIDENTIAL MORTGAGES.
(a) TERMINATION OF PRIVATE MORTGAGE IN-

SURANCE.—Section 3 of the Homeowners Pro-
tection Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C. 4902) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘on resi-
dential mortgage transactions’’ after ‘‘im-
posed’’; and

(2) in subsection (g) (as so redesignated by
section 2(c)(1)(A) of this Act)—

(A) in paragraph (1), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘mort-
gage or’’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘mortgage
or’’; and

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘mortgage
or’’ and inserting ‘‘residential mortgage or
residential’’.

(b) DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.—Section 4
of the Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (12
U.S.C. 4903(a)) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘mortgage or’’ the first

place it appears; and
(ii) by striking ‘‘mortgage or’’ the second

place it appears and inserting ‘‘residential’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘mortgage
or’’ and inserting ‘‘residential’’;

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (1)(B) and (3) of subsection (a)’’ and
inserting ‘‘subsection (a)(3)’’; and

(3) in subsection (d), by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘‘, which
disclosures shall relate to the mortgagor’s
rights under this Act’’.

(c) DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR LENDER-
PAID MORTGAGE INSURANCE.—Section 6 of the
Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C.
4905) is amended—

(1) in subsection (c)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),

by striking ‘‘a residential mortgage or’’; and
(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘trans-

action’’ after ‘‘residential mortgage’’; and
(2) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘trans-

action’’ after ‘‘residential mortgage’’.
SEC. 4. CANCELLATION RIGHTS AFTER CAN-

CELLATION DATE.
Section 3 of the Homeowners Protection

Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C. 4902) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),

by inserting after ‘‘cancellation date’’ the
following: ‘‘or any later date that the mort-
gagor fulfills all of the requirements under
paragraphs (1) through (4)’’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and

(D) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(3) is current on the payments required by
the terms of the residential mortgage trans-
action; and’’; and

(2) in subsection (e)(1)(B) (as so redesig-
nated by section 2(c)(1)(A) of this Act), by
striking ‘‘subsection ‘‘(a)(3)’’ and inserting
‘‘subsection (a)(4)’’.
SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION OF CANCELLATION AND

TERMINATION ISSUES AND LENDER
PAID MORTGAGE INSURANCE DIS-
CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.

(a) GOOD PAYMENT HISTORY.—Section 2(4)
of the Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (12
U.S.C. 4901(4)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘the later of (i)’’ before

‘‘the date’’; and
(ii) by inserting ‘‘, or (ii) the date that the

mortgagor submits a request for cancellation
under section 3(a)(1)’’ before the semicolon;
and

VerDate 24-MAY-2000 06:28 May 24, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A23MY7.073 pfrm06 PsN: H23PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3579May 23, 2000
(B) in subparagraph (B)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘the later of (i)’’ before

‘‘the date’’; and
(ii) by inserting ‘‘, or (ii) the date that the

mortgagor submits a request for cancellation
under section 3(a)(1)’’ before the period at
the end.

(b) AUTOMATIC TERMINATION.—Paragraph
(2) of section 3(b) of the Homeowners Protec-
tion Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C. 4902(b)(2)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) if the mortgagor is not current on the
termination date, on the first day of the first
month beginning after the date that the
mortgagor becomes current on the payments
required by the terms of the residential
mortgage transaction.’’

(c) PREMIUM PAYMENTS.—Section 3 of the
Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C.
4902) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(h) ACCRUED OBLIGATION FOR PREMIUM
PAYMENTS.—The cancellation or termination
under this section of the private mortgage
insurance of a mortgagor shall not affect the
rights of any mortgagee, servicer, or mort-
gage insurer to enforce any obligation of
such mortgagor for premium payments ac-
crued prior to the date on which such can-
cellation or termination occurred.’’.
SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS.

(a) REFINANCED.—Section 6(c)(1)(B)(ii) of
the Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (12
U.S.C. 4905(c)(1)(B)(ii)) is amended by insert-
ing after ‘‘refinanced’’ the following: ‘‘(under
the meaning given such term in the regula-
tions issued by the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System to carry out the
Truth in Lending Act (15 U.S.C. 1601 et
seq.))’’.

(b) MIDPOINT OF THE AMORTIZATION PE-
RIOD.—Section 2 of the Homeowners Protec-
tion Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C. 4901) is amended by
inserting after paragraph (6) (as added by
section 2(a)(1)(D) of this Act) the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(7) MIDPOINT OF THE AMORTIZATION PE-
RIOD.—The term ‘‘midpoint of the amortiza-
tion period’’ means, with respect to a resi-
dential mortgage transaction, the point in
time that is halfway through the period that
begins upon the first day of the amortization
period established at the time a residential
mortgage transaction is consummated and
ends upon the completion of the entire pe-
riod over which the mortgage is scheduled to
be amortized.’’.

(c) ORIGINAL VALUE.—Section 2(12) of the
Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C.
4901(10)) (as so redesignated by section
2(a)(1)(C) of this Act) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘transaction’’ after ‘‘a res-
idential mortgage’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
sentence: ‘‘In the case of a residential mort-
gage transaction for refinancing the prin-
cipal residence of the mortgagor, such term
means only the appraised value relied upon
by the mortgagee to approve the refinance
transaction.’’.

(d) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—Section 2 of the
Homeowners Protection Act of 1998 (12 U.S.C.
4901) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (14) (as so redesignated by
section 2(a)(1)(C) of this Act) by striking
‘‘primary’’ and inserting ‘‘principal’’; and

(2) in paragraph (15) (as so redesignated by
section 2(a)(1)(C) of this Act) by striking
‘‘primary’’ and inserting ‘‘principal’’;

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. ROU-
KEMA).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 3637.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support

of H.R. 3637, the Private Mortgage In-
surance Technical Corrections and
Clarification Act.

This Act is a very important bill be-
cause it will eliminate the confusion
that has resulted from implementation
of the Homeowners Protection Act of
1998.

In this bill, we will clarify the can-
cellation and termination issues to en-
sure that homeowners will be able to
cancel private mortgage insurance as
Congress intended in the original bill
of 1998.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LEACH), chairman of the
Committee on Banking, who is a co-
sponsor of this bill, and certainly the
ranking member, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE), for their con-
tributions and their support as cospon-
sors.

I also wish to thank the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO), the rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on
Financial Institutions, who is a co-
sponsor of this bill and with whom I
have worked closely on this and many
other issues.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to espe-
cially thank the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. HANSEN) for his support as an
original cosponsor of this bill and for
his strong leadership in this area.

The bipartisan support of this bill,
along with the support of both industry
as well as consumer groups, reflects
the importance and the need for the
corrections and clarifications of H.R.
3637.

Mr. Speaker, the Homeowners Pro-
tection Act of 1998 included important
provisions regarding consumers’ ability
to cancel PMI. Most of the reforms in-
corporated in that law have worked
very well. However, the law has created
some uncertainty relating to the can-
cellation and termination of PMI for
adjustable mortgage rates, or ARMs as
they are known, balloon mortgages,
and loans whose terms or rates are
modified over the life of the loan.

To address these ambiguities and the
problems that have arisen, I, along
with the distinguished group of cospon-
sors that I have just mentioned, intro-
duced this bill on February 10 of this
year. It ensures that the terms of the
cancellation of PMI on these types of
variable rate mortgage products will be
unambiguous.

The bill describes in greater detail
the original intent of the 1998 law that
the amortization schedule upon which
the cancellation and termination dates

are determined should be prepared in
accordance with the actual note.

b 1345

The effect is to conform the require-
ments of cancellation and termination
to the uniform methodology used in
the industry to calculate ARM amorti-
zation schedules.

The bill also ensures that ‘‘defined
terms’’ such as ‘‘adjustable rate mort-
gage’’ and ‘‘balloon mortgages’’ are
used consistently and appropriately.
The bill also defines several terms,
such as ‘‘refinanced,’’ ‘‘midpoint of the
amortization period,’’ and ‘‘original
value.’’ These and other terms are used
in the law but were not defined and,
therefore, could be subject to different
interpretations. I also want to note
that the bill solves some of the oper-
ational difficulties that have surfaced
since the 1998 law related to measuring
a borrower’s payment history and de-
termining his right to cancel. Addi-
tionally, the bill clarifies the rights of
lenders to enforce collection of PMI
premiums that were owed by the bor-
rower prior to the time that the mort-
gage insurance was canceled.

In summary, H.R. 3637 specifically
addresses the problems that have oc-
curred since implementation of the
Homeowners Protection Act to make
sure that no one continues to pay for
PMI because of ambiguities in the cur-
rent law.

I would also like to note that the
provisions of the bill were included in
title IX of H.R. 1776, the American
Homeownership and Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 2000. We passed that bill
in April of this year with a resounding
vote, 417–8; but at this point in time,
there seems to be no Senate action
contemplated. I do want to recognize
the leadership that the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAZIO) gave as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Housing
at that time and for his continuing
support for PMI issues in particular.

Mr. Speaker, we all remain strong in
our support of not only H.R. 1776 and
want to see that enacted, but in the
meantime we must deal with the issues
in this suspension.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise as
a primary cosponsor in support of H.R.
3637, the Private Mortgage Insurance
Technical Corrections and Clarifica-
tion Act. I specifically commend the
gentlewoman from New Jersey for her
excellent leadership and work on this
technical corrections bill.

Two years ago, we enacted, on a bi-
partisan basis, the Homeowners Pro-
tection Act of 1998. That legislation set
out reasonable provisions giving home-
owners who utilize private mortgage
insurance, frequently called PMI, the
right to cancel their PMI insurance
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and stop paying monthly PMI pre-
miums once they have paid their mort-
gage loan down to levels where private
mortgage insurance is no longer need-
ed. The concept is relatively simple.
PMI is only required on loans where
the loan-to-value, or LTV, exceeds 80
percent. Therefore, once a borrower
pays down a mortgage loan to the
point where the LTV is less than 80
percent, there is no need for the bor-
rower to continue to pay for PMI. The
bill from last Congress sets out terms
and conditions under which borrowers
have the legal right to cancel PMI. As
a result, the borrower now has the
right to cancel PMI and stop making
payments once the loan balance has
fallen below certain LTV ratios, gen-
erally either 80 percent or 78 percent.
This will save consumers in this posi-
tion hundreds or even thousands of dol-
lars.

However, as is often the case with ef-
forts to conference different House and
Senate versions of the same bill very
late in a session, the final bill could
have been drafted better from a tech-
nical point of view. The PMI bill that
was signed into law did include some
ambiguities, some inconsistencies,
some omissions. The bill we are consid-
ering today cleans up these technical
problems. At the same time, I want to
make it very clear that is all we are
doing. We are not changing policy or
adding new provisions but only con-
forming language to preserve or, in
most instances really, clarify the bill’s
original intent. I believe it is impor-
tant to pass this legislation this year
for the benefit of consumers, for the
millions of Americans who will take
out loans in the next few years. With-
out such action, there are ambiguities
which could be invoked unfairly to the
detriment of borrowers.

For example, section 3 of the PMI act
gives consumers the right to cancel
PMI insurance and stop making pay-
ments once their loan falls below 80
percent of value. However, as drafted,
the act technically permits cancella-
tion only on the date that 80 percent
threshold is first reached but not later.
Thus, unless the borrower submits a re-
quest for cancellation on or before that
date and meets certain other require-
ments on that date, the borrower could
technically lose that cancellation right
forever. We cure that potential dif-
ficulty, because that clearly was not
the intent of the bill. Therefore, the
bill before us today explicitly confers
cancellation rights on the date when
the loan first reaches 80 percent LTV
or any later date that the borrower
meets the conditions required for can-
cellation.

The bill also includes language to
allow borrowers without a good pay-
ment history on the cancellation date
itself to cancel at a later date once
they obtain a good payment history.
This is what we intended, but tech-
nically the act was not clear on that.
Our bill today also clarifies other am-
biguities that could subvert the intent

of the original act to the detriment of
consumers. For example, the act re-
quires PMI termination once a mort-
gage reaches a ‘‘midpoint,’’ an unde-
fined term. The act’s clear intent is the
halfway point between the first date of
the loan and the last day of the period
over which the loan is scheduled to be
amortized. However, with adjustable
rate or balloon loans, without this defi-
nition the midpoint could unfairly con-
tinue to be moved back simply by a re-
setting of the amortization schedules.
And so this bill clarifies that for loans
for the purpose of refinancing when es-
tablishing LTV ratios, the value will be
determined at the time of the refi-
nance, not at the original time of home
purchase. This avoids unfairly penal-
izing the borrower when the home has
risen in value.

Finally, the legislation before us
today includes a number of provisions
that address ambiguities and correct
other problems. Most notably, our bill
clarifies that in the case of adjustable
rate mortgages, balloon mortgages, or
loan modifications, LTV calculations
are made based on the most recent am-
ortization schedule, not based on an
outdated schedule. This was the origi-
nal intent of the legislation. And while
the original act did not provide that
clarity, today’s bill provides that clar-
ity.

Finally, the bill before us today cor-
rects drafting relating to terms like
‘‘refinanced,’’ ‘‘primary residence,’’
‘‘residential mortgages,’’ et cetera. The
bill clarifies common sense interpreta-
tions of the act, for example, that can-
cellation or termination does not
eliminate the borrower’s obligation to
make PMI payments legally incurred
prior to the date at which the borrower
is entitled to cancel PMI.

In short, this is a good, common
sense bill, and I would urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO),
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Financial Institutions and Con-
sumer Credit, who really did the bulk
of the work on this issue.

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I concur in the ranking
member’s remarks and the sub-
committee chairman’s remarks con-
cerning this bill. In return, I want to
just thank her for her leadership on
this issue. It is a very important mat-
ter.

Frankly, private mortgages insur-
ance is a major basis to provide for
lower interest rates and affordable
housing for many, many homeowners
that otherwise would not be able to ac-
quire the loan they need to purchase a
home. And so keeping this particular
product in place is enormously impor-
tant. But also we need to be vigilant to
make certain that the individual

homeowner that has such a loan with
private mortgage insurance is in fact
being treated fairly in terms of this in-
surance and given the right to can-
cellation and to exercise the option to
drop such insurance once the loan-to-
value ratio of down payment and eq-
uity has been exceeded. That is exactly
what the basic law did that was en-
acted. In fact, it was brought to our at-
tention by, as has been pointed out, the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN),
who has had an active interest in this
as a consumer and as a Representative
from Utah. What we have before us
today, of course, is the technical cor-
rections.

I know that the Members of Congress
would be surprised to learn that we do
not write perfect laws, that from time
to time we have to go back and make
some modifications to clarify intent
and to eliminate ambiguity. That is
really what has happened in this case
with Congress, coming back to this law
which we passed a couple of years ago
to try and clear up some of the mis-
understandings. This is really Congress
at its best or this House at its best,
trying to deal with those ambiguities
or dealing with some of the issues. This
has been done in such a way as to pro-
vide for a common sense policy path
that will in fact ensure that the rights
to exercise and cancel this insurance,
and I might comment to my colleagues
that these payments could be anywhere
from $50 to $100 difference a month in
terms of what the homeowner actually
pays in terms of mortgage insurance.
This is no small matter for those that
might be canceling such insurance to
have the benefit of making this sav-
ings. This permits them to repair their
credit, it permits them at midpoint to
avoid this type of insurance when it is
not necessary, and we all know that
translates into homeownership; it
translates into more Americans being
able to take advantage of the American
dream of homeownership.

Really, I think that our committee
has prided itself in terms of obtaining
and being part of the goal that had
been enunciated by this administration
and for others for many years and, that
is, obtaining one of the highest rates of
homeownership in our history. Today,
of course, we are in the high-60 range
in terms of homeownership. Some
States because of lower costs are doing
much better, such as my State of Min-
nesota. Others are challenged because
of the high cost of housing and home-
ownership in those States. But, never-
theless, this bill will help maintain and
provide the stability, provide the pre-
dictability, and provide the cheaper
mortgage insurance and these impor-
tant tools which are making it possible
to obtain the dream of homeownership
in this country.

I commend this bill to my colleagues.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 3637,

the PMI Technical Corrections and Clarifica-
tion Act. As one of the architects of the recent
law that affords people the right to stop paying
for costly private mortgage insurance when
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they no longer need it, I am pleased that we
are finally moving this technical corrections bill
that will benefit consumers and the industry.

I joined my colleagues in cosponsoring this
needed Private Mortgage Insurance Technical
Corrections and Clarification Act so that we
can clarify some meanings and make correc-
tions to terms, rights for consumers and re-
sponsibilities for mortgage lenders under the
Homeowners’ Protection Act of 1998. We
worked together then, as we did today, with
interested consumer and mortgage industry
groups to come up with a bill that worked to
the benefit of all parties.

Unfortunately, when we passed the Home-
owner’s Protection Act, we were unable to
prevail on one issue, and that was to actually
have a regulator to work out some of the de-
tails of the statute and the underlying policy.
That has left us with the need to clarify some
smaller points in the statute, as is being pro-
posed in this bill before the House of Rep-
resentatives today. This point in highlighted by
provisions such as those in Section 6, where
we are coming back to define what the term
‘‘refinanced’’ means. That clearly is a definition
that the Federal Reserve Board or the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
could have handled without further Congres-
sional action. There are more meaningful and
key clarifications contained in H.R. 3637.

For example, the bill, H.R. 3637, will clarify
that PMI cancellation rights exist not only on
the cancellation date, but on any later date as
well, so long as the borrower meets all the
other cancellation requirements (including
being current on loan payments). This was
clearly our intent and is a needed fix resolved
in this measure. H.R. 3637 also will make
clear that a good payment history should be
calculated on the later of the cancellation date
or the date the borrower requests cancellation.
In this way, the borrower cannot be frozen in
a category of not having a good payment his-
tory at the first cancellation date, and therefore
never eligible for cancellation—even if he or
she had repaired and improved their payment
history.

The bill eases lenders’ burdens by assuring
a timely, yet sensible termination time of the
first day of the following month after a bor-
rower become current. This change eliminates
the need for a lender to check and cancel PMI
every day of the month following a consumer’s
potential eligibility. It also clarifies that can-
cellation/termination rights are based on most
recent amortization schedule for Adjustable
Rate Mortgages and other products where the
amortization schedule may change over the
course of a loan’s life.

Two other important technical corrections in-
clude assuring that the goal post cannot con-
tinually be shifted by changing a currently un-
defined ‘‘midpoint.’’ H.R. 3637 will clarify that
the midpoint is the halfway point between the
first date of the loan and the last day of the
period over which the loan is scheduled to be
amortized. Finally, our bill also makes clear
that the appraised value at the time of the refi-
nancing, and not the value at original pur-
chase, should be is used to determine the
loan to value ratio and cancellation/termination
rights.

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my thanks to
my Democratic and Republican colleagues
who have all worked together to bring this
technical corrections bill before the House
today and I urge other Members to support
this necessary legislation.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

We have worked closely with the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE)
and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. VENTO) on a fine bipartisan basis.
I deeply appreciate their contribution
and their work. But I also want to ac-
knowledge again with more specificity
the leadership of the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN), who was the first
to identify and act upon the issue. I
think it is very important that he
brought it to the forefront and to our
attention and the need for the changes
here.

Fundamentally, I do want to under-
score, in conclusion, that not only do
we have bipartisan support here; but
we have real action about real money
on a monthly basis for Americans to
recognize and take part in the Amer-
ican dream, which has always been fun-
damental to our American democracy,
namely, homeownership, a home of
their own. I am pleased to have accept-
ed the strong support on a bipartisan
basis.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, as a member
of the House Banking Committee, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 3637, legislation that
will make technical corrections and clarifica-
tions to the Homeowners Protection Act. This
law ensures that homeowners have the right
to cancel their Private Mortgage Insurance
(PMI) on their home mortgages once the
homeowner attains a certain level of equity in
the home (usually 22%, but in some cases
20%). Provisions included in this legislation
were also included in H.R. 1776 which was
approved by the House, with my support, on
April 3.

This legislation clarifies that PMI cancella-
tion rights for adjustable rate mortgages
(ARMs) are based on the amortization sched-
ule that is currently in affect. This will ensure
that consumers get full benefit of any adjust-
ments that have been made based upon re-
cent calculations. In addition, this legislation
ensures that balloon mortgages are also treat-
ed as ARMs so that consumers will receive
the full benefit of any interest changes that are
favorable to them.

This bill ensures that consumers with a
‘‘good payment history’’ have the right to can-
cel their PMI. In the past, there has been
some confusion about what this term means.
This legislation would make technical correc-
tions so there is less ambiguity about this
term. This measure includes a proviso that
clarifies that these PMI cancellation rights only
apply to mortgages originated after the 1998
law’s enactment date. Finally, this bill ensures
that consumers can cancel their PMI after the
cancellation date as long as they have paid all
of their PMI charges. The original law did not
provide their consumer protection provision.
As a result, consumers had only one oppor-
tunity to cancel their PMI.

I strongly urge my colleague to support this
corrective legislation that will protect con-
sumers and improve the Homeowners Protec-
tion Act.
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Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KUYKENDALL). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentlewoman
from New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) that
the House suspend the rules and pass
the bill, H.R. 3637.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate
has concluded for the time being on
motions to suspend the rules. Pursuant
to clause 8, rule XX, the Chair will now
put the question on each of the first
three motions on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed earlier today
in the order in which that motion was
entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 297, by the yeas and nays;
H. Res. 443, by the yeas and nays; and
H.R. 3544, by the yeas and nays.
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

f

LEWIS & CLARK RURAL WATER
SYSTEM ACT OF 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 297, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 297, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 400, nays 13,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 217]

YEAS—400

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman

Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
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